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Under the principles of governmental tort liability on the basis of respondeat superior, | a state is not liable for the tortious acts 


of local or municipal officers.” As between a municipality and a state, officers or employees who are elected or appointed by 
the municipality in obedience to a statute, but who are independent of the corporation as to the tenure of their office and the 
manner of discharging their duties, are not regarded as municipal servants or agents for purposes of imputed liability but are 


state officers.° Similarly, a county could not be held liable under agency principles for the conduct of a state court judge who 


was an agent or employee only of the state.“ 
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Footnotes 
1 As to the necessity of an employer-employee relationship for liability under respondeat superior, see § 153. 
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